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State v. SPriNG . . . . . . . . e e e
Strangulation in second degree; assault in third degree; whether trial court erred
in granting motion to admit defendant’s written statement into evidence; request
Sor this court to invoke its supervisory authority to order new trial and require
Judges of Superior Court to instruct juries in particular manner when faced with
statements or confessions obtained during unrecorded custodial interrogations
in violation of statute [§ 54-10]; claim that violation of § 54-10 had constitutional
implications; claim that written statement should not have been admitted into
evidence pursuant to exception in subsection (h) of § 54-10; whether trial court
properly determined that defendant’s written statement was voluntary and reli-
able under totality of the circumstances; whether state was required to present
independent corroborating evidence of contents of written statement that violated
§ 54-10; reviewability of claim that trial court abused its discretion in overruling
objection to alleged misstatement of prosecutor during closing rebuttal argument,;
Sailure to brief claim adequately.
State v. Stocking (Memorandum Decision) . . .. ... ... ... ... ...........
State v. Washington. . . . . . . . ... e
Conspiracy to commit home invasion; attempt to commit home invasion; attempt
to commit robbery in first degree; conspiracy to commitl robbery in first degree;
attempt to commit assault in first degree; claim that evidence was insufficient
to support conviction of conspiracy to commit home invasion and attempt to
commit home invasion; whether jury reasonably could have found that defendant
had agreed with coconspirators to engage in conduct constituting home invasion;
whether jury was entitled to credit and rely on coconspirator’s testimony as basis
Sor conviction, even if it was only evidence offered to establish one or more
essential elements of charged offense; whether jury reasonably could have found
that defendant intentionally took substantial step in course of conduct planned
to culminate in crime of home invasion, unpreserved claim that trial court
improperly instructed jury on common essential element of conspiracy to commit
home invasion and attempt to commit home invasion by substituting term “dwell-
ing” with word “building” in its oral jury instructions; whether defendant failed
to demonstrate existence of constitutional violation that deprived him of fair
trial pursuant to third prong of test set forth in State v. Golding (231 Conn.
233); whether defendant was entitled to reversal of judgment pursuant to plain
error doctrine.
State v. Young . . . . . . .. e
Operating motor vehicle while under influence of intoxicating liquor or drugs; evad-
ing responsibility in operation of motor vehicle; operating motor vehicle while
under influence of intoxicating liquor or drugs as second offender; whether trial
court abused its discretion in denying motion to withdraw and vacate guilty
pleas, claim that there was no factual basis for guilty pleas; claim that trial court
imposed illegal sentence for operating motor vehicle while under influence as
second offender; claim that final disposition of Rhode Island case was not prior
conviction for operating under influence on basis of which defendant could be
convicted as second offender in Connecticut; claim that trial court improperly
considered Rhode Island conviction when that conviction was expunged, claim
that trial court erred because insufficient evidence was presented at time of guilty
pleas to establish that essential elements of Rhode Island statute were substantially
similar to those of Connecticut statute (§ 14-227a) at issue.
Trocki v. Borusiewicz (Memorandum Decision). . . . . ... .. ... ... ... .....
U.S. Bank National Assn. v. Wolf (Memorandum Decision) . . . . ... ...........
U.S. Equities Corp. v. Ceraldi (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . ... ... .........
U.S. Equities Corp. v. Ceraldi . . . . . . .. .. . .. .. e
Debt collection; postjudgment interest; motion for clarification; claim that trial
court’s order granting motion for clarification and setting forth 10 percent rate
of postjudgment interest pursuant to statute (§ 37-3a), constituted improper
substantive modification of judgment; failure of plaintiff to move to open judg-
ment to determine rate of interest within four month postjudgment period as
prescribed by applicable statute (§ 52-212a).
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. v. Tarzia . . . . . ... . ... ... . . ... .. . ... .....
Foreclosure; whether trial court abused its discretion in denying motion to open
and vacate judgment of strict foreclosure or in failing to schedule hearing on
motion to open and vacate; failure of defendant to request oral argument or
hearing on motion during trial court proceedings; whether information included
in motion to open and vacate judgment was sufficient to constitute necessary
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threshold showing to entitle defendant to hearing;claim that trial court erred in
concluding that plaintiff possessed note when it filed foreclosure action; whether
defendant was precluded under doctrine of res judicata from raising claim that
was addressed in prior appeal involving parties and was decided in plaintiff’s
Savor; reviewability of claim that defendant’s due process right was violated by
trial court’s failure to view case in its entirety, as mandated by mosaic rule;

Sailure to brief claim adequately.



